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REMARKS 



Claims 1-30 are pending in this application. Independent claims are 1, 1 1, 20, and 26. 
Applicant has canceled claims 20-25. 

The examiner uses Richards and Alkhatib to reject claims 1-3, 7, 8, 10-17 and 19 as 
having been obvious. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites "establishing a second session between the destination 
computer system and the forwarder/relay service, the forv^arder/relay service maintaining the 
second session if the first session is temporarily lost and re-establishing the virtual cormection 
v^hen then first session is re-established." At least this quoted claim feature is totaling absent 
from the applied references. 

The examiner argues the following: 

escmijjle {sec colunm 11. claim 1 mdcolanm 12, claim 14); Richards discloses restoring 
pftviously working Btsm torn rctttm^ sutes in a itaiisi>arem tv*ay (column I . lines 42-6 1 ). 
Applicants are unable to find any restoring previously working states from reference states in a 
transparent way at col. 1, lines 42-61 (reproduced below), or anywhere in Richards. 

aent^aacs such «<tiici^U% Ihft Atltry inmf^ti niUlne 
Cftdoiis imtiiil^ by one or ixorc m « mt^v Iht 

Fif^^iUk fmwft tyfncMlh tiMcS <m ^ ecda^iositoo of vxo 
ptmf sorvtces. to (nclcst Slieriog, Ibc mit&(Wt%y 

MMxem Oi port «jc to be illpwed to pw mhI ^ti w ^ 

i» ft prvg;»4a>* rujftAk^ oa ixtttm^ ^tJim s yii^m^ ih^i 
wi^ ^rv67» vmh m W*> $«ivers ind FIT «»irvent co bi^&if 
of <^ol£^ OfeQUy cciii|:i£t&i i^^rJoos ^or ire 

^ppm<ft4 i^kftl nM;^sieslS Cf(^ ttiil^ left/ 
«^jpe«^fs tiitcic to ctitsis . 



The examiner goes on to argue: 
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Scrvi^ 15 imintain^ the server md the $ervlce provide will be on a waiting state response for 
the dieflt aad tht s^em ;^ow4 xht cliettt «a reestablish cojjnectlon in case of mtcmiption 
(CDlrnm I0» lines ZMO-^ sec als^ claim 2^). I^banls et jd dot^ not expHciily diselosc assigning 



Applicant's claim 1 does not claim "waiting." Applicant's claim 1 recites "the forwarder/relay 
service maintaining the second session if the first session is temporarily lost." As one skilled in 
this art recognizes, a session waiting is not a session lost; a session lost is not a session waiting. 
Richards does not teach or suggest the forwarder/relay service maintaining the second session if 
the first session is temporarily lost. 

Alkhatib also fails to teach or suggest the cited claim feature. Alkhatib also discloses 
waiting at col. 1, lines 34-46: 

meivm^^^ cOcsi^ itm mmt of liie ri^um^ acs^io^ m€ 
ixrtisfxs its. «wo iOd^rcss m %lm dextoi^ idUfci^ Cut Oks 

istiapaisd la!l<^«Eig Umim^Wm tmm iIkb cficot, Aas wbm m 
siftle iii^«%id^:xg # cciiiti^^Smi imn €he diem U> Ihii 



The examiner admits this in his argument, reproduced below: 

disck>sesthe\i5C of gateway as firewall (seecctanjc 1, iiaes 32-33). AMiatib et aJ further 
d^clo^ usini; a wafeing state by aJlowkg the first $assion to reoy tu rc-catablish comteciioii 
while the service fmintmas a session with the server, for example (set caliinnn 6. lines 1 
cohimn 5, lines 31-57; sec atso figure 3). ArkhatO) et al adds that a time period for eormecticn 



The examiner directs applicant to the above lines (reproduced below) of Alkhatib. However, 
these lines reaffirm applicant's position that Alkhatib does not maintain the second session if the 
first session is temporarily lost and re-establish the virtual connection when then first session is 
re-established, but creates a new cormection when an old connection times out: 
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in ^tm3e^€d tone ite Um |M»ndlcHg <Mmocc!itoi^ ««hI ocw 

lsr-mSe>. la ^eaer«l» Icxdkad. out rt5«|liCS«S^ w0I be «lfos»i>oa 
1,^ ^^y^^ of bci^ «^ll«dlJ>* SeaaamS So ttstsftt «b«t loc^c«sdl «>^^*« 
clicw win ti*v« mcM^tawe/ ci^Mce to oooci«xdt wtsxio tit^ i>HS 

It i«t itaafj^sirtiiiil ^ note ite t«ia cutmliCT csT sinntlti * 



Assuming there is a suggestion to combine Richards and Alkhatib, and there is no such 
suggestion, the resultant combination would be a method of entering a waiting state and 
establishing a new cormection if an old cormection is dropped. No combination can teach or 
suggest establishing a second session between the destination computer system and the 
forwarder/relay service, the forwarder/relay service maintaining the second session if the first 
session is temporarily lost and re-establishing the virtual connection when then first session is re- 
established. Accordingly, claim 1 is not obvious in view of Richards and Alkhatib, whether 
taken separately or in combination. 

Claim 1 1, as amended, recites "maintaining the session between the forwarder/relay 
service and the destination computer system if the session between the source computer system 
and the service is lost." Claim 26, as amended, recites "maintain the session between the 
forwarder/relay service and the destination computer system if the session between the source 
computer system and the forwarder/relay service is lost." For at least the reasons described with 
respect to claim 1, claims 11 and 26 are not obvious in view of Richards and Alkhatib, whether 
taken separately or in combination. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
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other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Please apply any charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050, reference 10559-227001. 



Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 02110-2804 
Telephone: (617)542-5070 
Facsimile: (617) 542-8906 
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